Abstract. To determine whether individual differences in offensive behaviour are related to differences in defensive behaviour, the responses of male wild house mice, Mus domesticus, of an aggressive and a nonaggressive line to defeat by physically stronger residents were analysed. Individuals of the aggressive line engaged in more flight behaviour, whereas the males of the non-aggress!ve line predominantly showed immobility. The higher flight tendency of the aggressive intruders provoked more attacks by the resident, resulting in more fighting between the resident and an aggressive male than between the resident and a nonaggressive intruder. However, if offered an opportunity to escape from the home-cage of the resident, aggressive males more readily made use of it than non-aggressive intruders. Differences between aggressive and non-aggressive male mice are interpreted in terms of fundamentally different behavioural strategies adopted in response to social interaction. The response of aggressive males can be characterized as an active behavioural strategy by which they tend to determine actively their social situation. In contrast, the prevailing lack ofovert attempts to manipulate the situation by the non-aggressive mice points to passive confrontation, in an offensive as well as in a defensive context.
Males of a variety of rodent species will attack a strange conspecific entering their familiar, home or territorial area (Crowcroft 1966; Archer 1976; Koolhaas et al. 1980) . The intensity of attack depends on the attacker's familiarity with the surrounding area (Jones & Nowell 1973; Mink & Adams 1981; Flannelly et al. 1984 ) and the type of intruder (Alberts & Galef 1973; Archer 1976; Brain et al. 1981; Whalen & Johnson 1987) . Individual differences in aggression measured under standardized conditions have most often been ascribed to genetic and/or hormonal differences between individuals (Lagerspetz 1964; Selmanoffet al. 1976; Simon 1979; Van Oortmerssen & Bakker 1981; Hahn & Haber 1982; Albert et al. 1986; Van Oortmerssen et al. 1987; Whalen & Johnson 1987) and are related to various other characters, such as open-field activity, defecation in an open-field, reactivity to a novel environment, maze performance, etc. (Hal! & Klein 1942; Lagerspetz 1964; Brain & Nowell 1969; Svare & Leshner 1973; Annen & Fujita 1983; Benus et al. 1987) . Surprisingly, very little has been reported on the behaviour ofaggressive versus non-aggressive individuals when attacked by a residential male upon intrusion of its territory, despite the growing tendency to analyse agonistic behaviour in terms of offence and defence (Blanchard & Blanchard 1977; Lehman & Adams 1977; Flannelly et al. 1984) .
The study of individual differences in defensive behaviour has been incorporated in only a few studies. Von Holst et al. (1983) described two distinct types of submissive tree shrews, Tupaia belangeri, living in the territory of a resident male. One type actively tries to escape from the resident, whilst the other hardly ever responds to its threats and attacks. In addition, in a confrontation between two conspecifics in an unfamiliar cage, physiological parameters suggest that some males respond to social interaction in a predominantly sympathetic adrenal-medullary pattern, whereas others respond with an increase in adrenocortical function. These two types of response resemble the fight-flight and the conservation-withdrawal response, respectively (Cannon 1929; Engel & Schmale 1972; Henry & Stephens 1977) . The fightflight response is a behavioural and neuroendocrine pattern highly suited to either attack or flight (Cannon & La Paz 1911 
